In August 1949, 
which he had been a victim.
In the course of a criminal investigation complaint against LH from a former pupil of the school Dunderrow in the mid-1990s, police contacted Ms. O'Keeffe where he made a statement in January 1997 statement in which she showed around sexual abuse that had suffered. During the investigation the number of students as victims of these abuses came and dissension. Finally, L.H was charged with 386 criminal acts of sexual abuse of minors involving some 21 former students of Dunderrow. In 1998, he pleaded guilty to 21 counts and sentenced to imprisonment. 3 After hearing the testimony of other victims during criminal proceedings and after L.H's medical treatment, Ms. O'Keeffe managed to create its connection between psychological problems and sexual violence suffered by L.H.
In September 1998 she deposited a civil lawsuit against L.H, against the Ministry of Education and Science, and deposited a lawsuit against Ireland and the Attorney General, seeking damages for personal injuries suffered as a result of sexual abuse.
In In December 2008, the Supreme Court rejected the appeal of Ms. O'Keeffe regarding responsibility came from the State. The Supreme Court noted that the system of Irish primary school should be understood in the specific context of history at the beginning of the XIX century, while the state was simply funding system, the role of management of the church was such that the state cannot be held responsible for actions of the teacher in question.
The appeals, procedure and composition of the Court 2.
Ms. O'Keeffe appealed that the Irish state had failed twice to structured primary education system in order to protect her from sexual abuse and to investigate or to give an appropriate response of the court to her harassment. It also claimed that he had not been able to be recognized and to claim compensation because of the failure of the state to guarantee its protection. She supported her claim on Article 3 of the ECHR 5 (prohibition of inhuman and degrading treatment) and Article 13 (Right to effective use of funds).
She supported her claim on Article 3 of the ECHR 6 (prohibition of inhuman and degrading treatment) and Article 13 (Right to use effective funds). She further complained of a violation of Article 8 (right to respect the private life) and Article 2 of Protocol 1 (right to education), as well as violation of Article 14 (prohibition of discrimination), arguing that sexual abuse had caused disturbances in its important relations, sexual and marriage problems and that she was the victim of discrimination after he was refused the right to be compensated as other abused victims in National schools or Industrial schools. 7 She also complained based on Article 6 (Fair Trial) and in relation with Article 13, that procedural actions were too long and she has not primarily financial family remedies regarding this.
The application was submitted at the European Court of Human Rights on 16/06/2009. On 26 June 2012the Chamber unanimously struck her complaint concerning the length of civil judicial process and the lack of an effective domestic remedy regarding this, because a settlement was reached between the parties on these issues. The Chamber declared admissible the remaining complaints. 8 On September 20, 2012 the Chamber relinquished jurisdiction in favor of the Grand Chamber of the remaining The decision of the Jury 3.
Article 3: The Abuse
The Court accepted that, during the hearing of this case, it had to evaluate even the slightest State responsibility regarding the facts and standards of 1973 and especially, regardless awareness today's society around "sexual abuse of minors in a contemporary context of education". 10 The Court also admitted that the model of primary education in Ireland, as a product of the experience of its history, was unique in Europe where the state guarantee for education (through the establishment of curriculum, selection of teachers, licensing and financing of schools) and management of the primary education that was provided by the National School.
The court continued the argument stating that young children are "Vulnerable", and that was an inherent obligation of the government to protect them from abuse, especially in primary education when they are under the exclusive control of the school authorities, by adopting Special measures and Protective measures. A state cannot be justified by the obligation to delegate the current to private bodies. Neither could be released from this obligation, as suggested by the Government, Ms. O'Keeffe could have chosen alternative school options such as home schooling or to pay quota for private school. Education is mandatory according national law and Ms. O'Keeffe had no realistic and acceptable alternative except to attend her local National school, along with the vast majority of children of her age.
The most important question in this case was not the responsibility of LH, a clerical manager, for sexual abuses, which Ms. O'Keeffe was subdued in 1973. Rather, the case in question should determine the responsibility of the State and if this recently should have been aware of the risk of sexual abuse of minors in national schools at the relevant time and if the State had properly protect children, through its legal system, from such ill-treatment?
First, the Court found that the state had to have been aware of the extent of sexual crimes against minors, through the prosecution of such crimes at a significantly before year 1970. A series of reports from the 1930s to the 1970s bore witness detailed statistics on investigations of sexual crimes of the Irish prosecution against the children. The "Ryan" report of May 2009 highlighted the many complaints made to the authorities front and during the 1970s in connection with the sexual abuse of children by adults. 11 Although the report was focused on Industrial and Reformations schools, numerous complaints of sexual abuse have also been registered in other national schools.
Despite this knowledge, the state continues to entrust the Irish primary education management and the vast majority of young children in Irish National Schools, to the private authorities, without using any effective control mechanism thereof.
Although the government continued to claim that certain mechanisms of detection and reporting of sexual abuse existed, the Court did not consider these measures Sufficiently Effective, as if they were such, then these abuses would not exist.
The government noted in 1965 and the Rules for National Schools and Guidelines of 1970 defining the practice to be followed regarding complaints against teachers. However, not referring to any obligation of national authorities to monitor the treatment of any teacher of children and do not receive any procedure to allow a child or parent who complained of direct mistreatment to a state authority. Guidelines specifically channeling complaints directly to private managers, in general, the local priest as in the case of Ms O'Keeffe. The appeals were made in 1971 and 1973 against school manager L.H to Ms O'Keeffe, but the manager did not convey the complaints to any state authority.
Secondly, the school inspection system, through inspectors, supported by the Government, did not refer to any obligation to inquire or obligation to monitor the treatment of any teacher to children. Their task was primarily to oversee and report on the quality of teaching and academic performance. The inspector assigned to the school of Ms. O'Keeffe in Dunderrow made 6 visits during 1969 to 1973, and had not received any complaints regarding L.H and its abuses against young children.
Indeed, any complaints regarding L.H's activities was not made at any state authority until 1995, after his retirement pension. The Court considered that the system of Intelligence and Reporting that allowed over 400 incidents of violence by L.H considered being absolutely ineffective. If you would take, the necessary action to a complaint made in 1971 would have avoided Ms. O'Keeffe mistreatment and sexual abuse that occurred 2 years later by the same teacher.
So, in the case of Ms O'Keeffe, Sexual Abuse (1973) it was due to State Failure to respond to the previous complaints of sexual abuse against LH made in 1971, misconduct and repeated sexual violence by LH on many other students in the same National School.
Therefore, in violation of Article 3, the Irish State has failed to fulfill its obligation for Protection of Ms. O'Keeffe from sexual abuse to which she had been laid in 1973 while she was a student at the National School Dunderrow.
Article 3 "Investigation"
Thanks to a denouncement made in 1995 against L.H's sexual abuse and further investigation of Ms. O'Keeffe was given the opportunity to make a denunciation. The investigation ended in L.H's detention after his admission to some of the allegations raised.
The Court found that there was no violation of Article 3 concerning the "investigation"" for complaints of sexual abuse of Ms. O'Keefe in school. Once L.H had accepted charges brought against him for sexual relations with minors, even with Ms. O'Keefe. 12 The court decided with 11 votes Pro and 6 Against that was violated the Article 13. It also emphasized that "None of national remedies claimed the Government that existed had not enabled, to ensure for Ms. O'Keefe protection from sexual abuse.
The court also ruled that the Irish state should pay Ms. O'Keeffe about 30,000 EURO, for the Civil Lawsuit raised by her and 85,000 EURO for procedural costs and expenses.
Conclusion

4.
The above decision it seemed enormously interesting, because it condemns State for failing to take measures necessary to prevent sexual abuse against minors. I think also that this is an institutional responsibility, which should be extended itno many decisions that must be provided by the Albanian courts, improving the decision granting the protection of minors becoming precedent for having in continuity an adequate justice and achievement of objectives and criteria that need to be part of the big European family.
